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Executive Summary 

The Laneventure Industries, Inc. (Lane Venture) facility at 1405 Deborah Herman Road in Conover, NC (the 
Subject Site or Site) is the subject of a Proof of Claim filed by the North Carolina Department of Environment 
and Natural Resources (DENR) Division of Waste Management (DWM) Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch 
(IHSB) in the bankruptcy cases of Furniture Brands International, Inc. (n/k/a FBI Wind Down, Inc.) and its 
affiliated debtors.  Prior to the bankruptcy, Lane Furniture Industries, Inc. (n/k/a LFI Wind Down, Inc.) owned 
the Site.  

The Site was reportedly utilized for manufacturing purposes since approximately 1969.  Environmental 
assessments and monitoring conducted between 2012 and 2013 have documented environmental impacts 
at the Site and, as a result, the Site is listed on the IHSB Inventory of Inactive Sites. 

The Proof of Claim states that the DWM is tasked with the responsibility of effecting assessment and 
remediation of inactive hazardous substance disposal sites in North Carolina and that an estimated 
$4,089,688.13 will be required to complete assessment and cleanup at the Site.  This is based on the 
assumption that groundwater has not been completely assessed at the Site and that active groundwater 
remediation and hydraulic control will be required as the site remedy. 

Altamont Environmental Inc. (Altamont) was retained by counsel to evaluate the Proof of Claim and relevant 
Site documents in order to provide a summary of current and historical Site conditions, to estimate the 
probable cost of additional assessment and remedial/management measures, and to provide an opinion of 
probable cost to achieve remedial goals for the Site. 

Altamont’s review of the assessment and monitoring data is summarized as follows: 

• No impacts to soil have been detected. 

• Groundwater impacts have been delineated to the north and east.  One contaminant of concern (1,1-
dichloroethane) has been detected at concentrations in excess of the applicable standard in the 
northeastern portion of the Site.  Potential impacts from a former septic drainfield located in the 
central portion of the site have not been fully assessed.  Three additional shallow wells and two 
additional deep wells located downgradient of facility operations are recommended to complete the 
groundwater assessment. 

• Based on groundwater data for identified contaminants of concern and the depth to groundwater, 
soil gas impacts do not appear to be a concern. 

• Receptor survey indicated that municipal water is available to the surrounding area and no active 
water supply wells are located within 1,500 feet of the Site. 

Based on historical assessment and current conditions, active remediation and hydraulic control of 
groundwater is not a likely Site remedy.  Following additional assessment, groundwater will likely require 
long-term monitoring and natural attenuation.   

Altamont estimates that the cost to complete the required assessment and to implement the recommended 
remedies is approximately $295,000. 
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1.0 Introduction 

On September 9, 2013, Furniture Brands International, Inc. (n/k/a FBI Wind Down, Inc.) (FBI) and its U.S. 
subsidiaries filed voluntary chapter 11 bankruptcy petitions with the United States Bankruptcy Court for the 
District of Delaware.  Prior to the bankruptcy, Lane Furniture Industries, Inc. (n/k/a LFI Wind Down, Inc.) 
(Lane Furniture) owned the site (Site), which is located at 1405 Deborah Herman Road and which was 
reportedly used for manufacturing purposes since approximately 1969.  A Site Location Map is included as 
Figure 1.  Figure 2 is a site aerial map with parcel boundaries obtained from the Catawba County Tax Office 
that illustrates the layout of the Lane Venture facility and relevant site features.   

Multiple site assessments have been conducted since environmental due diligence activities were initiated 
in 2012 and these assessments have documented environmental impacts at the Site.  As a result, the Site 
is listed on the State of North Carolina, Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Division of 
Waste Management (DWM), Superfund Section, Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch (DWM-IHSB or IHSB) 
inventory (ID # NONCD0002917), and FBI is listed as the responsible party.  

On March 5, 2014, the DWM filed two Proofs of Claim in the bankruptcy cases of FBI and its affiliated 
Debtors (the Proof of Claim)1 with respect to the environmental impacts at the Site.  The Proof of Claim 
states that the DWM is tasked with the responsibility of effecting assessment and remediation of inactive 
hazardous substance or waste disposal sites in North Carolina, and that an estimated $4,089,688.13 will 
be required to complete assessment and cleanup at the Site.   

Altamont Environmental, Inc. (Altamont) was retained by counsel to evaluate the Proof of Claim and relevant 
Site documents in order to provide a summary of current and historical Site conditions, estimate the 
probable cost of additional assessment and remedial/management measures, and provide an opinion of 
probable cost to achieve remedial goals for the Site.  This report provides an overview of Site use history, a 
summary of findings associated with multiple environmental assessments at the Site, and Altamont’s 
opinion of probable cost to address the environmental impacts at the Site.    

1.1 Site Background 

The Site has reportedly been used for a furniture manufacturing facility since the late 1960s.  The Site was 
reportedly farmed from approximately 1951 until construction of the furniture manufacturing facility.  Based 
on Catawba County property cards, development of the Site historically included a 147,000-square-foot (ft2) 
building (Plant #14), which was constructed in 1969, and the 75,000-ft2 Plant #9 building located to the 
west.  A 120,000-ft2 addition to the southern end of Plant #14 was reportedly constructed in the 1980s.  An 
off-Site building (Plant #10), which was reportedly constructed in 1966 and has previously been associated 
with the Site facility operations, is located on a parcel north of the Site at 205 Workman Street.   

Based on a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Lane Venture used the site for manufacturing of 
outdoor furniture made of wood, wicker, and aluminum.  The wicker and aluminum frames were reportedly 
imported and not manufactured on-Site.  Primary on-Site operations have included wood machining, 
furniture assembly (with glue), and upholstering.  Secondary operations have included computer numerical 
control (CNC) machining, sanding, painting/coating, and sewing.  The Lane Venture Plant # 14 Site has 
reportedly been identified as a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Small Quantity Generator 
(SQG) for the generation and storage of hazardous waste at the site in the form of spent non-halogenated 
solvents. 

                                                      
1 The two Proofs of Claim filed by the DWM with respect to the Site (claim no. 4091 against FBI and claim no. 4095 
against Lane Furniture) appear to be identical, except for the debtor name and the assigned proof of claim number. 
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1.2 Regulatory History 

Environmental assessments were conducted for the prospective purchaser, Pathlight Capital LLC, as part of 
due diligence activities in 2012 and 2013.  No impacts to soil were identified at the Site in the vicinity of 
Plant #9 and Plant #14 or off-Site in the vicinity of Plant #10 during a Phase II Limited Site Assessment (LSI) 
conducted by VERTEX Environmental Services.   Groundwater impacts were identified in the vicinity of Plant 
#14 in 2013, during the LSI.  No groundwater impacts were identified in the vicinity of Plant #10, which is 
located on an off-Site parcel north of Plant #14 at 205 Workman Street SW.  Subsequent groundwater 
sampling in the vicinity of Plant #14 conducted by Mountain Environmental Group (Mountain) in 2013 
confirmed detections of a chlorinated solvent (1,1-dichloroethane) in groundwater.  

A Notification of an Inactive Hazardous Substance or Waste Disposal Site was submitted on behalf of Lane 
Furniture to the IHSB on April 25, 2013.  A Site Cleanup Questionnaire was submitted to the IHSB on May 6, 
2013.  Subsequently, a Notice of REC (Registered Environmental Consultant) Program Eligibility was issued 
by the IHSB on May 15, 2013.  The REC Program allows for approval and certification of reports and cleanup 
activities at the Site by a properly certified REC in lieu of direct oversight by IHSB.  The Site was assigned 
IHSB Site ID #NONCD0002917. 

1.3 Current Site Use 

At the time of the site visit conducted by Altamont on July 22, 2014, the Plant #14 and Plant #9 building 
remained at the Site and appeared to be used for furniture manufacturing operations.  However, according 
to Site representative, Mr. David Stout, both Plant #14 and Plant #9 have since been shut down. 
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2.0 Summary of Site Conditions 

2.1 Document Review 

Altamont reviewed additional available documents associated with environmental assessment of the Site.  
As stated in the Proof of Claim, there are three records prepared on behalf of Lane Venture and submitted to 
the IHSB, which are filed under the IHSB Incident number for the Site in the DWM online database (CARA 
Portal).  Additionally, there is one letter on the CARA portal, which was prepared by the IHSB and issued to 
FBI.  Altamont also reviewed two draft documents provided by FBI, which were associated with due diligence 
activities performed by VERTEX Environmental Services, Inc. at the Site in 2012 and 2013.  Documents 
reviewed are summarized below: 

• Draft Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Laneventure, VERTEX Environmental Services, Inc., 
October 15, 2012.  

VERTEX completed a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) on the Lane Venture property 
located at 1405 and 1409 Deborah Herman Road SW and 205 Workman Street SW in Conover, 
North Carolina for Pathlight Capital LLC.  The Phase I ESA indicated that the current and historical 
use of the property was for furniture manufacturing.  VERTEX reported that four underground storage 
tanks (USTs), which were previously located north of the Site at the 205 Workman Street Lane 
Venture facility, were removed in August 1989.  Reportedly, sampling conducted in September 1989 
indicated TPH concentrations ranging from 1.7 mg/kg to 2.5 mg/kg.  The NC Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources (DENR issued a no further action letter for the closure of the 
USTs.   

Four dip tanks were observed by VERTEX inside the Plant #14 building.  The dip tanks reportedly 
contained water-based primers and were constructed of concrete with a steel lining and VERTEX 
indicated that the tanks were not considered to be a concern.  The use of hazardous materials in 
manufacturing, including solvents, and the generation of hazardous waste combined with the use of 
a septic system prior to the early 1980s, was identified as a recognized environmental condition.   

• Draft Phase II Limited Subsurface Investigation, Laneventure, VERTEX Environmental Services, Inc., 
February 1, 2013. 

VERTEX completed a Phase II Limited Subsurface Investigation (LSI), which included the installation 
of six soil borings, four of which were subsequently constructed as temporary groundwater 
monitoring wells to a depth of 50 feet.  Soil samples were collected from depth intervals of 6 to 8 
feet and 8 to 10 feet.  Laboratory analytical results indicated that the soil samples had no detections 
of Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) diesel range organics (DRO), polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs), or volatile organic compounds (VOCs).  Groundwater samples were obtained 
from two temporary groundwater monitoring wells VES-3 (OW) and VES-4 (OW).  Samples were not 
collected from the other two temporary wells due to insufficient water.  PAHs were not detected in 
analyzed groundwater samples.  One VOC, 1,1-dichloroethane was detected in VES-4 (OW) at a 
concentration (19 micrograms per liter [µg/L]) in excess of the applicable DENR Title 15A North 
Carolina Administrative Code (NCAC) 2L groundwater standard (2L standard) of 6 µg/L.  Sampling 
locations and results are indicated on VERTEX LSI Figure 2 and Tables 1 and 2, which are provided in 
Appendix A. 

• Groundwater Assessment, Lane Venture Plant 14, Mountain Environmental Group, March 25, 2013. 

In March 2013, Mountain installed three groundwater monitoring wells on the Site and collected 
groundwater samples for VOC analysis.  Mountain also determined groundwater flow direction.  The 
wells were screened from 45 to 65 feet below ground surface (ft-bgs).  Groundwater depths ranged 
from 47.21 ft-bgs in MW-1 to 51.29 ft-bgs in MW-3.  One compound, 1,1-dichloroethane, was 
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detected in MW-1, which is located directly north of the Plant #14 building.  The 1,1-dichloroethane 
concentration (17.9 µg/L) exceeded the (2L standard) of 6 µg/L.  Three trihalomethane compounds, 
bromodichloromethane, dibromochloromethane, and chloroform were detected in MW-2, which is 
located at the northeast property boundary.  Bromodichloromethane (3.9 µg/L) and 
dibromochloromethane (2.5 µg/L) concentrations exceeded their respective 2L standards (0.6 µg/L 
and 0.4 µg/L).  No VOCs were detected in MW-3, which is located at the eastern property boundary.  
Based on groundwater level measurements, groundwater was determined to flow to the southwest.  
Sampling locations and results are indicated on Figure 2, which is included in Appendix B. 

• Notification of an Inactive Hazardous Substance or Waste Disposal Site, Lane Venture Plant 14, 
Mountain Environmental Group, April 25, 2013. 

The IHSB Notification, signed by Lane Venture representatives on April 25, 2013, was prepared by 
Mountain on behalf of Lane Venture.  The Notification describes current Site ownership by Lane 
Furniture Industries Inc. and use of the Site for furniture manufacturing.  Listed site environmental 
permits included an Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) SQG permit, Prohibitory Small Air Permit, 
and a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Permit.  The Notification 
indicated that 1,1-dichloroethane was detected in groundwater, but no on-Site release of 1,1-
dichloroethane was known.  It also indicated that four dip tanks were reportedly used for water-
based finishes and one solvent-based wash-off tank was reportedly not in-use, since wash-off was 
now done with 1-gallon buckets and rags.  No water supply sources, including springs, wells, or 
surface water intakes were identified on-Site.  Neither the presence nor absence of water supply 
wells on adjacent properties was noted.  A tributary to Cline Creek was identified approximately 200 
feet west of the site. 

• Site Cleanup Questionnaire, Lane Venture Plant 14, Mountain Environmental Group, May 6, 2013. 

The IHSB Questionnaire, dated May 6, 2013, was prepared by Mountain on behalf of Lane Venture.  
Site assessment work completed prior to May 6, 2013 was used to complete the questionnaire. 
Assessment work to date was summarized in the Questionnaire.  No water supply wells were 
determined to be located within 1,500 feet downgradient of the Site.  The Questionnaire indicated 
that the closest downstream surface water intake was located in Mooresville, North Carolina at a 
distance greater than 20 miles from the Site.   

• Notice of REC Program Eligibility, Lane Venture Plant 14, IHSB, May 15, 2013. 
 
The IHSB issued a letter to FBI indicating that the IHSB has reviewed the three submitted documents 
for the Site (Notification of an Inactive Hazardous Substance or Waste Disposal Site, Site Cleanup 
Questionnaire, and Groundwater Assessment Report).  The letter stated the IHSB determined that 
the Site can be cleaned up through the REC Program without direct oversight by Branch Staff. 

2.2 Site Reconnaissance 

Altamont conducted a site visit of the Lane Venture facility on July 22, 2014 to observe current site 
conditions.  A site layout map is included as Figure 2.  Site photos are included as Appendix C.  Site 
representative, Mr. David Stout, accompanied Altamont and provided access to the Site.  Mr. Stout is the 
Director of Environmental Compliance with Heritage Home Group, LLC, which acquired substantially all the 
assets of FBI and its subsidiaries, including the Site, through a bankruptcy sale.   

Both the Plant #14 building and Plant #9 building remained at the Site and appeared to continue to be used 
for furniture manufacturing operations.  Adjoining property uses were observed from the Site. The Plant #10 
building associated with the Lane Venture manufacturing operation was observed to the north of the Site 
across Deborah Herman Road.  A bedding product manufacturing and distribution center, Leggett & Platt, 
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was observed to the east of the Site.  Undeveloped, wooded land was observed to the south and west of the 
Site. 

Altamont observed the three permanent monitoring wells, which were installed in 2013.  Mr. Stout stated 
that he was aware of the detection of 1,1-dichloroethane in groundwater north of the Plant #14 building.  
However, Mr. Stout indicated that he reviewed documentation of solvent use at the facility and could not find 
record of products used at the facility that contained 1,1-dichloroethane.  Mr. Stout indicated that the 
location of the former septic drainfield for the Site was beneath the southern addition to the Plant #14 
building.  According to Mr. Stout, the facility discontinued use of the septic system in the 1970s.   

2.3 Contaminants of Concern 

No contaminants were detected in the four soil samples, which were collected on-Site and analyzed for TPH-
DRO, PAHs, and VOCs. 

Three VOCs, 1,1-dichloroethane, bromodichloromethane, and dibromochloromethane, have been detected 
in Site groundwater at concentrations in excess of the applicable 2L standard.  One VOC, chloroform, was 
detected at a concentration below the 2L standard.    

Bromodichloromethane, dibromochloromethane, and chloroform were all detected in MW-2.  These three 
trihalomethane compounds are identified by the EPA as disinfection byproducts, which are produced during 
the chlorination of water and wastewaters.  Trihalomethanes detected in groundwater are commonly 
associated with water infiltration from municipal water distribution systems (i.e., leaking water pipes) (US 
Geological Survey [USGS] 2005).  

MW-2 is located in the vicinity of a subsurface vault associated with distribution lines for the fire suppression 
system at the facility. The concentration of trihalomethanes detected in MW-2 is within the range found in 
studies of trihalomethane occurrence in water supply wells nation-wide (USGS 2006).   Trihalomethane 
compounds were not detected in downgradient wells VES-4(OW) or MW-1.  Thus the type, concentration, and 
location of the compounds detected in MW-2 are indicative of infiltration of treated municipal water.   

The compound 1,1-dichloroethane has been detected in temporary monitoring well VES-4(OW) and in 
monitoring well MW-1, which are located adjacent to each other.  No contaminants have been detected in 
monitoring well MW-3, located east of these wells or in temporary monitoring well VES-3(OW), located 
southwest of these wells.  Based on these findings, the only contaminant of concern identified at the Site is 
1,1-dichloroethane.  

2.4 Regulatory Authority 

Assessment and cleanup of non-petroleum, hazardous substances, and pollutants impacting soil and 
groundwater are overseen by the Superfund Section of the DENR.  The IHSB is a branch of the Superfund 
Section.  It maintains regulatory oversight for sites such as the Lane Venture Site, where the responsible 
party no longer operates a facility.  Further discussion of responsibilities of the UST Section and the IHSB is 
included in Section 2.8 Cleanup Goals. 

2.5 Areas of Concern 

2.5.1 Soil 

No contaminants were detected in soil samples, which were collected to the north, southeast, southwest, 
and west of Plant #14.    
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2.5.2 Groundwater 

Contaminants of concern have been detected in wells VES-4 OW and MW-1 which are located on-Site directly 
north of the Plant #14 building in first encountered groundwater at a depth of approximately 50 ft-bgs.  The 
groundwater flow direction is to the southwest (Mountain 2013).  No contaminants of concern have been 
detected in groundwater samples collected to the south or southwest of the Plant #14 building.  Based on 
groundwater sampling conducted in 2012 and 2013, the area of concern for groundwater appears to be 
limited to the northeastern portion of the Site.  However, a former septic drainfield is reported to be located 
beneath the southern addition to the Plant #14 building.  Soil samples collected to the southeast, 
southwest, and west of the Plant #14 building did not have detectable concentrations of contaminants.  The 
groundwater sample, VES-3(OW), collected west of the Plant #14 building did not have detectable 
concentrations of contaminants.  These data suggest that the septic system has not impacted groundwater; 
however, groundwater has not been assessed downgradient (southwest) of the former septic drainfield. 

2.5.3 Soil Gas 

IHSB guidelines indicate that soil gas assessment may first be accomplished by comparison of groundwater 
data to IHSB Groundwater Screening Levels (GWSLs).  The IHSB publishes GWSL tables for both 
Commercial/Industrial and Residential properties.  An exceedance of the GWSLs indicates there is the 
potential for vapor intrusion to impact a property.  One compound, chloroform, was detected at a 
concentration that exceeded the GWSL for Commercial/Industrial and Residential properties.  However, 
chloroform was only detected in one location at the upgradient, northeastern property boundary, and is likely 
attributable to the infiltration of treated municipal water.  Comparison of the GWSL to groundwater data for 
the identified contaminant of concern, 1,1-dichloroethane, indicates that neither the Residential nor  
Industrial/Commercial GWSLs are not exceeded. 

2.6 Estimated Extent of Contamination 

Based on groundwater sampling conducted in 2012 and 2013, groundwater impacts appear to be limited to 
the northeastern portion of the Site, directly north of Plant #14.  The groundwater flow direction determined 
during the groundwater assessment conducted in February 2013 is to the southwest.  No contaminants 
were detected in VES-3(OW), which is located approximately 600 feet southwest of the impacted wells (MW-
1 and VES-4[OW]).  1,1-dichloroethane was not detected in monitoring wells MW-2 or MW-3, which are 
located 300 feet northeast and 250 feet east of the impacted wells, respectively.  Groundwater has not 
been investigated west of the impacted monitoring well MW-1 and the temporary monitoring point, VES-
4(OW).   

2.7 Data Gaps 

The extent of shallow groundwater contamination appears to be delineated within the Site to the northeast 
and east.  Additional investigation would be required to delineate groundwater impacts to the west of 
chlorinated solvent impacts and the southwest of the former septic system.  Deep bedrock groundwater has 
not been investigated. 

2.8 Cleanup Goals 

The DWM IHSB is responsible for oversight of assessment and remediation of accidental releases of 
hazardous substances with certain exceptions.  In general, industrial-related non-petroleum contamination 
to soil and/or groundwater for sites that are not currently permitted by other state agencies falls within the 
purview of the IHSB.   
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Soil assessment results for IHSB incidents are compared to three standards: Protection of Groundwater, 
Residential, and Industrial Preliminary Soil Remediation Goals (PSRGs).  The standards are considered 
preliminary because they may be adjusted in certain site-specific situations.  Altamont has considered the 
soil data reported for the Soil and determined that, since no contaminants were detected, there are no 
exceedances of Residential or Industrial PSRGs.  Based on the available data, soil remediation is not 
necessary. 

Altamont compared the reported groundwater assessment results to the NCAC 2L standards (groundwater 
standards).  Limited exceedances of groundwater standards were noted.  Altamont also noted that a well 
survey has been completed in the vicinity of the Site and there were no water supply wells identified.  IHSB 
rules allow for a monitored natural attention remedy at sites where a well survey has determined there are 
no groundwater receptors.  Based on the available data, monitored natural attenuation is the likely remedial 
action for groundwater impacts at the Site.   

The IHSB formally considers the vapor intrusion pathway as part of site assessment.  Altamont compared the 
groundwater data for the Site to GWSLs in order to determine whether there is potential for vapor intrusion 
to impact site structures.  There are separate GWSLs for residential and commercial/industrial properties.  If 
there is no exceedance, no further assessment of the vapor intrusion pathway is necessary.  Considering the 
on-Site and adjacent land usage, Altamont compared Site data to both Commercial/Industrial GWSLs (for 
on-Site) and to Residential GWSLs (for off-Site).   With the exception of chloroform in monitoring well MW-2, 
which is located on the eastern perimeter of the Site, GWSLs have not been exceeded.  The chloroform 
concentration in groundwater in the northwest corner of the Site (56.5 µg/L) slightly exceeds the 
Commercial/Industrial GWSL (35.5 µg/L).  As noted above, it is likely that the chloroform concentration is 
attributable to the infiltration of treated municipal water from nearby subsurface distribution lines for the fire 
suppression system at the facility.  Based on these data, vapor intrusion does not appear to be a risk at the 
Site. 
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3.0 North Carolina Division of Waste Management—Proof of Claim 

The DWM Proof of Claim dated March 5, 2014 includes a Declaration from David E. Ramey (Ramey 
Declaration or Declaration), a hydrogeologist with the DWM.  The Proof of Claim is included as Appendix D.  
Based on his review of environmental assessment documents related to the Site, Mr. Ramey estimated that 
additional environmental assessment and remediation of the Site would cost $4,089,688.13.  As stated in 
the Proof of Claim, actual costs of assessment and remediation may vary, and a firm estimate is dependent 
upon complete assessment of the Site. 

Mr. Ramey states in his Declaration that there are three records in the DWM files associated with the Site.  
The document dates for the three records range from March 25, 2013 to May 6, 2013.  Mr. Ramey attached 
7 exhibits to the Declaration in support of his estimate (Exhibits 1 through 7).  The Exhibits are listed and 
briefly described below. 

1. Exhibit 1 consists of two figures.  Figure 1 is a well location map with posted groundwater elevations 
measured on February 21, 2013.  The depicted groundwater flow direction is to the southwest.  
Figure 2 is a groundwater quality map, which illustrates the groundwater contaminant concentrations 
from samples obtained from monitoring wells MW-1, MW-2, and MW-3 on February 21, 2013.  The 
source of the figures is not listed in the exhibit, but based on Altamont’s review of documents in the 
DWM files, it appears they are Figures 1 and 2 from the Groundwater Assessment report prepared by 
Mountain dated March 25, 2013.   

2. Exhibit 2 is a contract authorization for shallow groundwater assessment for the Cone Mills Site in 
Haw River, NC.  The DWM was contracting with Solutions-IES for work to be conducted between July 
and October 2008.  This exhibit is offered as an example of costs associated with shallow 
groundwater assessment at another site that the DWM has experience with.  The estimate is dated 
July 30, 2008.  The contract amount of $5,650 is based on an assumption that one, 50-foot deep 
temporary monitoring well would be installed by air rotary method, sampled, and abandoned, 
investigative-derived waste (IDW) would be containerized, and laboratory results would be submitted 
to the IHSB.  The exhibit included, as an illustration, an estimated cost for a limited shallow 
groundwater assessment (five wells) which was $33,000. 

3. Exhibit 3 is a printout of a Consumer Price Index calculation indicating that that $33,000 in 2008 as 
the same buying power as $35,888.57 in 2013 dollars. 

4. Exhibit 4 is a cost estimate for groundwater assessment for the Atkinson Street Site in Hamlet, NC.  
The groundwater contaminants of concern were chlorinated solvents.  The cost estimate was 
prepared by Solutions-IES for work to be conducted on behalf of the DWM in 2009.  This exhibit was 
offered as an example of costs associated with deep groundwater assessment at another site that 
the DWM has experience with.  The estimate is dated January 28, 2009.  The estimate amount is 
$58,193.00 and includes all drilling, soil and groundwater sampling, IDW management, and 
reporting activities to be conducted in association with the installation of five, 2-inch diameter 90-
foot-deep monitoring wells. 

5. Exhibit 5 is a printout of a Consumer Price Index calculation indicating that $58,193.00 in 2009 
would have the same buying power as $63,512.74 in 2013 dollars. 

6. Exhibit 6 is an excerpt from a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) Amendment prepared by Matrix 
Environmental, Inc. for the Abbott Laboratories Site in Laurinburg, NC in June 2002.  The excerpt 
provides a cost estimate to remediate chlorinated solvent-impacted groundwater through a 
combination of hydrogen release compound (HRC) injection and a groundwater pump and treat 
system.  The RAP indicates that the source of groundwater contamination is an evaporation pit that 
was used for the disposal of solvents from 1970 to 1976.  This exhibit was offered as an example of 
costs associated with groundwater remediation and hydraulic control of a contaminant plume at 
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another site that the DWM has experience with.  The estimate amount is $3,065,794.00 and 
includes additional characterization wells, injection wells, remediation, sampling, and reporting 
activities to be conducted at the Abbott Laboratories Site over an 8-year period and includes a 20 
percent contingency. 

7. Exhibit 7 is a printout of a Consumer Price Index calculation indicating that the 2002 groundwater 
remediation amount for the Abbott Laboratories Site would be equivalent to $3,990,286.82 in 2013 
dollars.  
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4.0 Probable Additional Assessment 

Altamont has considered the available Site data and has summarized it in this report to identify the likely 
assessment and remedial action steps necessary for the Site.  The extent of shallow groundwater 
contamination appears to be delineated within the Site to the northeast and east.  The data reviewed 
indicate that additional assessment is required at the Site to comply with IHSB requirements. Additional 
investigation would be required to delineate groundwater impacts to the west of known chlorinated solvent 
impacts and potential impacts downgradient of the former septic system.  This will likely include the 
following components: 

• Prepare a Remedial Investigation (RI) work plan. 

• Install one shallow (60-ft-bgs) and one deep (120-ft-bgs) groundwater monitoring well to the west of 
existing MW-1. 

• Install two shallow and one deep groundwater monitoring well to the southwest (downgradient) of 
the former septic drainfield. 

• Sample the new wells and the existing wells for VOCs. 

Additional assessment can likely be summarized in one RI Report.  Following completion of the RI, remedial 
actions will be proposed in a RAP.  A probable remedy for the Site is described in Section 5. 
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5.0 Probable Remedy 

The IHSB has determined that the Site can be addressed through the REC Program without direct oversight 
by IHSB.  Based on Altamont’s understanding of the Site and our experience with similar projects in the REC 
Program, the most probable Site remedy going forward is monitored natural attenuation (MNA). 

The following items have been considered in determining a probable remedy for remaining environmental 
concerns at the Subject Site. 

• Chlorinated solvent impact (1,1-dichloroethane) in first encountered groundwater (approximately 50 
ft-bgs) appears localized and has been assessed to the northeast, east, and southwest.  Based on 
concentrations in existing monitoring wells and groundwater flow direction, one additional well to the 
west is recommended to complete shallow groundwater assessment of chlorinated solvent impacts 
detected in the northeastern portion of the site. 

• No active water supply wells have been found within 1,500 feet of the Site. 

• Impacts to deep groundwater have not been assessed and chlorinated solvents (such as 1,1-
dichloroethane) have the potential to migrate downward.  In the absence of water well receptors, 
chlorinated solvent risk is typically driven by vapor intrusion risk, which is determined by chlorinated 
solvent concentrations in shallow groundwater.  Concentrations of 1,1-dichloroethane detected at 
the Site are below vapor intrusion groundwater screening levels. 

• A former septic drainfield is reported to be located beneath the southern addition to the Plant #14 
building.  Soil samples collected to the southeast, southwest, and west of the Plant #14 building did 
not have detectable concentrations of contaminants.  The groundwater sample, VES-3(OW), 
collected west of the Plant #14 building did not have detectable concentrations of contaminants.  
However, groundwater has not been assessed downgradient (southwest) of the former septic 
drainfield. 

Based on the apparent lack of hazards posed by on-Site impact, the most probable Site remedy, following 
assessment and delineation of potential source areas, is MNA.  Active remediation of groundwater using 
methods such as pump and treat or in-situ biological treatment do not appear likely, considering the low 
concentration of VOCs in groundwater, the location of the impacts, and the lack of receptors. 

According to IHSB guidelines, prior to implementation of MNA, a RAP and public notice period would be 
required.  The remedial action plan would include development of a Site conceptual hydrogeologic model, an 
analysis of exposure pathways, and a comprehensive review of multiple Site remedies.  After selection of a 
remedy, public notice requires 30 days and then the selected remedy may be implemented. 
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6.0 Opinion of Probable Costs 

Altamont has been providing environmental assessment and remediation services throughout North 
Carolina and the southeastern United States for 18 years.  Our experience includes work on federal 
Superfund sites as well as assessment, remediation, and closure of multiple state-led Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), IHSB REC Program, and Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) projects.  Based on our experience with similar projects and a 
thorough review of Site environmental data, Altamont offers the following estimated costs to closure for the 
IHSB incident at the Subject Site.  

The costs are based on recommendations for installation of six additional groundwater monitoring wells and 
long-term groundwater monitoring.  Standard IHSB reporting requirements for preparation of an RI report, 
RAP, and RAP implementation are included.  The IHSB REC Program invoices initial and annual fees to 
remediators conducting voluntary cleanups.  The amount of the fees is determined by the REC Program.  The 
estimate for REC Program fees is based upon recent IHSB invoicing for similar sites.  Consistent with the 
estimate included with the Ramey Declaration, a 20 percent contingency is also included. 

• Complete groundwater assessment (Remedial Investigation)—$61,000 

• Complete remedial action plan (RAP)—$17,000 

• Implement monitoring and natural attenuation RAP (30 year monitoring)—$172,900 

• IHSB REC Program fees—$44,100 

Table 1 provides a cost comparison between the Ramey Declaration recommendations for additional Site 
work and Altamont’s recommendations for additional Site work.  Table 2 provides a further breakdown of 
costs. 
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Table 1
Site Remedy - Opinion of Probable Costs

Lane Venture Facility
Conover, North Carolina

Recommendation in Ramey Declaration Ramey Estimated Cost Altamont Recommendation
Altamont Estimated 

Cost

Shallow groundwater assessment (Five 50‐foot monitoring 
wells)

$35,888.57

Additional shallow groundwater assessment appears to be 
warranted.  One additional shallow well is recommended 
west of the existing MW‐1 and two additional shallow wells 
are recommended southwest of the former septic drainfield.

$17,000

Deep groundwater assessment (Five 90‐foot monitoring 
wells)

$63,512.74

Vertical delineation of groundwater impact has not been 
conducted at the Site.  Two deep delineation wells are 
recommended southwest of MW‐1 and the septic drainfield. 
Complete RI Report.

$44,000

Active remediation of chlorinated solvent impact to 
groundwater (chemical oxidant injection and groundwater 
pump and treat)

$3,990,286.82

There are no water supply wells in use in the vicinity of the 
Site.  Assessment to date indicates limited and localized 
chlorinated solvent impact to groundwater.  The most likely 
long‐term remedy for groundwater impact is monitoring and 
natual attenuation.  A RAP with 30‐year annual monitoring 
program, REC Program fees, and 20% contingency is 
estimated.

$234,000

Total: $4,089,688.13 $295,000
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Table 2
Detail of Site Remedy Probable Costs

Lane Venture Facility
Conover, North Carolina

Task 1 - Additional Assessment and Remedial Action Plan

Health and Safety Plan Preparation
Consulting Professional 0.5 hour at 120.00$           per hour 60.00$                      

Professional I 2 hours at 80.00$              per hour 160.00$                    
Subtotal 220.00$                  

Buried Utility Location 
Ground Penetrating Radar 5 hours at 150.00$           per hour 750.00$                    

Subtotal 750.00$                  
Buried Utility Location Oversight

Professional III 8 hours at 95.00$              per hour 760.00$                    
Mileage 180 miles at 0.61$                per mile 109.80$                    

Subtotal 869.80$                  

Permanent Monitoring Well Installation
Decon Equipment and Staging 1 day at 350.00$           per day 350.00$                    

Per Diem 1 days at 300.00$           per day 300.00$                    
Grout Pump 1 day at 150.00$           per day 150.00$                    

55 gallon drums for investigative derived waste (IDW) 25 drums 125.00$           each 3,125.00$                

   Deep Monitoring Well Install
Auger/Air Rig Mobilization 1 lump sum at 750.00$           an event 500.00$                    

Auger/Air Drilling 2 wells, 0-120 ft-bgs 240 feet at 28.00$              per foot 6,720.00$                
Surface casing installation 240 feet at 42.00$              per foot 10,080.00$              

Air hammer 20 feet at 25.00$              per foot 500.00$                    
Well installation 240 feet at 35.00$              per foot 8,400.00$                

   Shallow Monitoring Well Install
HSA Mobilization 1 lump sum at 500.00$           per event 500.00$                    

Drilling Fees and Well Installation 3 wells, 60 ft-bgs 180 feet at 54.00$              per foot 9,720.00$                

Subtotal 40,345.00$             

Well Installation Oversight, Development, Sample Collection, Sample Analysis, and Elevation Measurement
Professional III 60 hours at 95.00$              per hour 5,700.00$                

Health and Safety Equipment 7 days at 10.00$              per day 70.00$                      
Sampling Supplies and Equipment 7 days at 250.00$           per day 1,750.00$                

Per Diem 7 days at 150.00$           day 1,050.00$                
Analytical Services - Groundwater Samples (VOCs) 8 samples at  $           120.00 per sample  $                   960.00 

Analytical Services - Groundwater Samples (SVOCs) 3 samples at  $           200.00 per sample  $                   600.00 
Analytical Services - Groundwater Samples - MNA Parameters 3 samples at  $           175.00 per sample  $                   525.00 

Subtotal 10,655.00$             
IHSB Reporting

Remedial Investigation Report 1 report 8,000.00$        per report 8,000.00$                
Remedial Action Plan (RAP) 1 report 17,000.00$      per report 17,000.00$              

Subtotal 25,000.00$             

Total for Task 1 Remedial Investigation and RAP Total 77,839.80$       

Note 1: Laboratory fees are based on a 5-business-day turnaround time. Samples can be expedited for the following additional charges:
Three Business Days = 2.0 multiplier
Two Business Days = 2.25 multiplier
One Business Day = By Quote

Note 2: Drilling footages are an estimate. If additional footage is necessary, client will be billed consistent with the unit rates above.
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Table 2
Detail of Site Remedy Probable Costs

Lane Venture Facility
Conover, North Carolina

Task 2 - Remedial Action Plan Implementation

Four Quarters of Groundwater Monitoring (1 year)

Health and Safety Plan Preparation
Consulting Professional 0.5 hour at 120.00$           per hour 60.00$                      

Professional I 1 hour at 78.00$              per hour 78.00$                      
Subtotal 138.00$                  

Sample Collection
Professional III 10 hours at 93.00$              per hour 930.00$                    

Health and Safety Equipment 1 day at 10.00$              per day 10.00$                      
Sampling Supplies and Equipment 1 lump sum at 250.00$           per day 250.00$                    

Analytical Services - Groundwater Samples - VOCs 5 samples at  $           120.00 per sample  $                   600.00 
Analytical Services - Groundwater Samples - SVOCs 2 samples at  $           200.00 per sample  $                   400.00 

Analytical Services - Groundwater Samples - MNA Parameters 3 samples at  $           175.00 per sample  $                   525.00 
Subtotal 2,715.00$               

Quarterly Reporting 
Project Manger 6 hours at 120.00$           per hour 720.00$                    

Consulting Professional I 4 hours at 97.00$              per hour 388.00$                    
Professional III 4 hours at 95.00$              per hour 380.00$                    

Clerical Staff 2 hours at 38.00$              per hour 76.00$                      
Professional I (Figure Drafting) 1 hours at 80.00$              per hour 80.00$                      

Subtotal 1,644.00$               

Total Per Quarter 4,497.00$               

Total Per Year 17,988.00$             

Groundwater Monitoring
Quarterly Event 4 events $4,497.00 each 17,988.00

Annual MNA Event (30 years) 1 event $3,412.00 each 102,360.00
Annual Inflation of Service Fees (2%) 30 years $359.76 per year 10,792.80

Total for Task 2 30-Year Annual Monitoring Total 131,140.80$     

77,839.80$              
131,140.80$            

REC Program initial and annual fees ($2,500 and $1,300, respectively) 44,100.00$              
41,796.12$              

Total for Tasks 1 and 2 294,876.72$     

Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) - 1 year of quarterly sampling, followed with annual monitoring for 30 years

Remedial Investigation, Remedial Action Plan
30-year MNA

Summary of Estimated Costs

20% Contingency
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Photograph 1:  View of Plant #9 and Plant #14 buildings. 

 

 
Photograph 2:  View of MW-1 located northwest of Plant #14 building. 
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Photograph 3:  View of MW-2 and subsurface vault associated with fire suppression system, located at the northeast 

Site boundary. 

 
Photograph 4:  View of east side of Plant #14 facing north.  
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Photograph 5:  View of MW-3 along east side of Plant #14.  

 

 
Photograph 6:  View of west side of southern addition to Plant #14 building..    
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Photograph 7:  View of south side of addition to Plant #14 building.  
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